None of us are born with pre-formed attachments to specific others, to specific places, or to specific activities. Indeed, the activities and relationships that comprise a life can be properly taken up only when we are attuned to them as the meaningful sites of our self-realization. Thus, while our affective attachments are shaped by contingencies of our homes, cultures, historical moments, and so on, they are also characterized by an inherent indeterminacy. This paper draws on Martin Heidegger's work in Being and Time to consider the relationship between the open indeterminacy of affective life and its inevitable specificity, proposing that this relationship is central to our capacity to realize ourselves meaningfully as free beings. Further, connecting sociologist Arlie Hochschild's study of affective labour to Heidegger's work, this paper aims to demonstrate that affective labour-emotional work done in a commercial setting-risks substantially undermining our capacity for free self-realization. Finally, aligning Heidegger's insights with those of Hochschild, we conclude that the freedom that defines us is both socially constituted and our responsibility; together, we are responsible for realizing the possibilities upon which we all depend.
None of us are born with pre-formed attachments to specific others, to specific places, or to specific activities. Indeed, the activities and relationships that comprise a life can be properly taken up only when we are attuned to them as the meaningful sites of our self-realization. Thus, while our affective attachments are shaped by contingencies of our homes, cultures, historical moments, and so on, they are also characterized by an inherent indeterminacy. This paper draws on Martin Heidegger's work in Being and Time to consider the relationship between the open indeterminacy of affective life and its inevitable specificity, proposing that this relationship is central to our capacity to realize ourselves meaningfully as free beings. Further, connecting sociologist Arlie Hochschild's study of affective labour to Heidegger's work, this paper aims to demonstrate that affective labour-emotional work done in a commercial setting-risks substantially undermining our capacity for free self-realization. Finally, aligning Heidegger's insights with those of Hochschild, we conclude that the freedom that defines us is both socially constituted and our responsibility; together, we are responsible for realizing the possibilities upon which we all depend.
To begin, an overview of Heidegger's account of human existence will frame our analysis of affective life and enable us to understand affective life as: 1 (a) an accomplished attachment to the specificities of our world, (b) grounded on socially constituted significance, and (c) an aspect of our existence for which we are responsible. We will also identify vulnerabilities associated with each of these aspects of affective life. The account of these vulnerabilities will ground a critique of affective labour practices in postindustrial modernity. Accordingly, the second and third sections of this paper will draw on Hochschild's 1983 The Managed Heart: The Commercialization of Human Feeling to illustrate how affective labour challenges significantly our ability to live responsibly and well with one By orienting Heidegger's work towards concrete "ontic" problems in the domain of human life, I am departing from the standard interpretation which views the authenticity of Dasein to be accomplished through individuation rather than through a meaningful involvement in the world. 3 Such readings, as I hope to demonstrate, overlook the substantial resources Heidegger's work afford for analysing and understanding features of our shared, worldly reality-features more prominent in Heidegger's work subsequent to Being and Time, such as the essays "Building, Dwelling, Thinking" or "The Origin of the Work of Art." 4 Other scholars who orient Heidegger's work to analyses in the social sciences and beyond include Stuart Elden, Daniel Ratcliffe, and Richard Polt whose works highlight the worldly character of Dasein.
5 By arguing for a basic compatibility between Karen Robertson
Heidegger's approach to social significance, on the one hand, and Hochschild's critique of affective labour, on the other hand, I hope to contribute to this general trend in Heidegger scholarship.
I. Freedom and Specificity: Heidegger on Affective Life
Rather than concern itself with Heidegger's ontological inquiry as a whole, this paper addresses a theme found intermittently throughout Heidegger's corpus, not only in his 1927 Being and Time, but also, for example, in his 1936 Contributions to Philosophy: From Enowning, his comments on the affective experience of poets in his work on language in the 1950's, and his late Zollikon Seminars. 6 In Being and Time, Heidegger's account of affective life falls within his analysis of the basic constitution of human existence-Dasein. 7 A brief summary of Heidegger's account of Dasein will be helpful for framing a more focussed discussion of state-of-mind [Befindlichkeit] , the constitutive feature of Dasein's existence that presents itself ontically as mood, feeling, or affect. 8 After this summary, we will turn to a more detailed account of state-of-mind, and, finally, to the three aspects of affective life identified above (its accomplished character, its social character, and our responsibility for it) as our way of realizing our basic existential attachment to the world and, therefore, as ways that this basic attachment can be threatened. Meanwhile, Frank Schalow, Charles Guignon, Hubert Dreyfus and Charles Scott all clarify the implications of Heidegger's analysis for our individual experience. As Charles Scott writes, contrasting Dasein's everyday self to the self-understanding that arises with an understanding of our Being, "Heidegger uses self to refer to 'who' dasein is. The term is meant to suggest not universality but the relative activity of a socialized, acculturated individual making its way in life" (105).
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With his account of Dasein-the "there-being" of the human being-Heidegger challenges the modern philosophical understanding of the human being as a discrete and fundamentally rational being. He proposes, instead, that human existence be understood as a meaningful involvement that takes the form of primordially related existential structures that enable self-experience, what Heidegger calls "Being-in-the-world." As Being-in-the-world, Dasein makes manifest the everyday world populated by others and rendered meaningful through human art, practices, traditions, institutions, and so on; simultaneously, Dasein realizes itself through its irreducible attachment to these and to the specificities they contextualize. Such attachments, moreover, are realized as and within affective life, and Dasein's self-experience is constituted largely, therefore, by its affective bonds with the world.
It is Dasein's worldly way of experiencing itself, rather than a foundational ego, that constitutes the self of Dasein. Heidegger intends the foundational character of self-experience when he explains that "The 'essence' ["Wesen"] of this entity lies in its 'to be' [Zu-sein]" and that, "Because Dasein has in each case mineness [Jemeinigkeit] , one must always use a personal pronoun when one addresses it: 'I am', 'you are'" (BT 67-68/42). Foundational self-experiences are experiences of possibilities of our existence, possibilities that are manifest to us in terms of the world to which we are attached. Accordingly, indeterminacy is central to our existence: inasmuch as our existence is defined by self-experience that occurs in terms of possibilities, we are essentially undetermined and always in the process of becoming ourselves. We are free. Meanwhile, only because freedom and indeterminacy are central to self-experience can we be involved in the world in the first place. Accordingly, our worldly involvement realizes our freedom, and our freedom is, in that sense, affectively constituted as our attachment to the specificities of the world in which we are involved.
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Before acquiring a more robust sense of affective life as a site in which we realize our freedom, let us consider the existential structures that constitute our existence. 9 In Being and Time, Heidegger does not use the term "free" to discuss the Being disclosed in anxiety, although he does emphasize the indeterminacy of our Being (BT 231/188) as well as the necessity that this Being be in the world (BT 235/190) . In his slightly later "What is Metaphysics?", however, Heidegger explains that in anxiety Dasein is held out into "the nothing" and there experiences its uncanniness and freedom: "Without the original manifestation of the nothing, no selfhood and no freedom" (Pathmarks 91) . Similarly, de Beistegui remarks on the uncanniness that pervades Dasein's worldly existence; "the thematic of the Unheimlichkeit runs through the whole of Heidegger's thought and constitutes the ground whence Heidegger thinks the phenomena of Being-inthe-world, dwelling, having a home, and, on this basis, the ideas of homeland, nation, community" (de Beistegui 65). Furthermore, as de Beistegui also explains, in The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics, Heidegger describes how Dasein encounters its freedom through its existential boredom Second, while more will be said of state-of-mind shortly, we can recognize its cooperative involvement with the other existential structures by understanding it as the phenomenon through which Dasein's world is compelling to it. Third, discourse articulates, and thereby makes specific and public, the world disclosed by understanding and rendered important to Dasein by state-of-mind. Notably, it is through discourse, which always expresses state-of-mind, that Dasein shares a particular world with others. To summarise the basic existential structure of Dasein, understanding gives rise to an experience of the world in terms of which Dasein's existence is at stake; state-of-mind renders significant to Dasein the specific aspects of the world that colour its sense of itself and its world; discourse houses worldly significance.
If affective life is what makes the world compelling, then it enables us to experience explicitly our worldly involvement as an articulation of freedom. Affective life, then, does not simply disclose how we are feeling. Existentially speaking, there is no discrete "I" who is involved in various contexts-as citizen, customer, service-recipient, employer, and so onand who feels one way or another about such involvements. Rather, one's factical, objective involvements are grounded on how one is attuned to the world in general (state-of-mind) and on the various ways the world is disclosed (mood). Attunement, in these two senses, is a foundational mode of involvement realized as one's way of experiencing oneself in terms of what one finds compelling. Thus, affective life is a foundational experience -28 -PhaenEx of our very way of existing and discloses us to ourselves as such a mode of existence: "the mood brings Dasein before the 'that-it-is' of its 'there'" (BT 175/136). One finds oneself always to be in one mood or another (BT 174/134), and, as disclosed to oneself thereby, never able to escape oneself.
Our inevitable self-experience is also (nearly) always an experience of worldly circumstances and can therefore conceal the isolating individuality of all self-experience. States-of-mind, Heidegger explains, "disclose Dasein in its thrownness, and-proximally and for the most partin the manner of an evasive turning away" (BT 175/136, emphasis in original). Being thrown into a specific world involves turning, simultaneously, away from how our existence is foundational for the world's significance and facticity.
13 Yet, as beings who enact the significance out of which we live, we are nevertheless unfamiliar with ourselves as meaning-enacting agents. When the foundational "rendering meaningful" that is our existence is grasped in and of itself, "it stares it in the face with the inexorability of an enigma" (BT 175/136). The enigma of our existence remains forever latent in state-of-mind while, for the most part, affective life enables us to experience our world as a matter of fact. Affective life is, accordingly, two-fold: it orients us meaningfully towards the world, on the one hand, and it bears and discloses our concrete existence, on the other hand. The worldly attunements that constitute our concrete existence are responses to the otherwise indefinite and enigmatic possibility of existing that constitutes our freedom.
The compelling character of our freedom is experienced affectively in two basic ways: (a) in terms of the way that specific contexts and possibilities to stand out against a background of all the possible projects and relationships we do not take up, and (b) with respect to the basic terms of significance that constitute our experience. Heidegger attributes the compelling character of the possibilities we chose to pursue to their embeddedness in a larger whole from which they stand out: "The mood has already disclosed, in every case, Being-in-the world as a whole, and makes it possible first of all to direct oneself towards something" (BT 176/137). By situating us in a context that exceeds us, affective life imbues our specific projects with the significance of being chosen among other possibilities. Meanwhile, the context that makes possible our choices is not disclosed to us as a totality of entities, facts, and possible lifestyles; rather, it contextualises by disclosing the standards in terms of which our lives can be meaningful. What is most fundamentally disclosed to us, then, are the basic measures that characterize a world: "Existentially, a state-of-mind implies a disclosive submission to the world, out of which we can encounter something that matters to us" (BT 177/137, emphasis in original). Karen Robertson Disclosive submission consists, for example, in whether possibilities are experienced as those of an individual or of a member of a community, or whether greatness is understood in terms of public self-enactment or in terms of the potential to purify one's soul.
14 Our attachment to a world is accomplished through our submission to and appropriation of the general terms and possibilities required for a more definite experience of significance. 15 We live meaningfully by understanding our specific possibilities as ways of realizing basic significances disclosed to us through affective life, and it is as such meaningful choices that we experience our freedom compellingly.
The relationship between the existential character of affective life and our experience of freedom has some consequences for our concrete everyday experience of affective life. 16 Let us consider how, in its everyday sense, affective life is (a) accomplished, (b) public and socially constituted, and (c) our responsibility. In so doing, we will come to see that each of these three aspects of affective life is associated with specific risks and vulnerabilities.
By the "accomplished" character of affective life, I mean that our basic capacity to feel a certain way must have been shaped and educated so as to correspond to the way circumstances actually may affect us.
-30 -PhaenEx
Heidegger endorses such a view when he explains that our capacity to be affected [Betroffenwerdens] depends on that with which we involve ourselves (BT 176/137). 18 For example, a teacher may respond to changes in policies dictating the number of students per class with anger or apprehension. Yet, only through the appropriate attunement will she experience potential policy changes in terms of the basic possibility to which she committed. Her feelings are meaningful insofar as they reflect her commitment to education, and the accomplished character of affective life consists in the capacity for this kind of attunement. Hence, a meaningful project is possible in the determinate circumstances only when we have successfully attuned ourselves to a specific context. Through such attunement, our open-ended capacity for attunement is itself rendered determinate. The circumstances to which we find ourselves attuned, circumstances as various as small social circles, the fate of a favoured sport team, or issues of educational policy, determine the sense in which we experience our freedom, as well as the extent to which concrete engagement in the world can be a meaningful realization of it. Accordingly, our concrete involvement in the world is a site of real vulnerability-we may or may not find ourselves engaged in projects to which we are genuinely attached or charged with tasks that express and realize a basic commitment. Our affective bonds, in other words, may not be rendered specific and significant in powerful and relevant ways, and our experience of our own freedom depends on this
The projects to which we may become attached are chosen on the basis of significances that are socially constituted.
19 Examples of these are that in which the good consists, the expectations that attend the lives of individuals, or the various terms by which things are evaluated.
20 Only because such interpretations are always shared can we be attuned individually to a common world. 21 Heidegger expresses this idea by stating Karen Robertson that our state-of-mind is a co-state-of-mind [Mitbefindlichkeit] (BT 205/162). Our possible ways of Being-with-one-another draw on commonalities of affective life that are actively manifest in our interactions with one another. Meanwhile, the constant expression of a basic sense of shared significance mediates our engagements with one another and is substantially relevant to our ability to communicate well with one another. As such, our co-state-of-mind is communicated by discourse: "The intelligibility of Being-in-the-world-an intelligibility that goes with a state-of-mind-expresses itself as discourse" (BT 204/161, emphasis in original). 22 The shared significance expressed in discourse orients us to a world in a way that is compatible with the orientation of others. As a result, this shared significance is integral to our freedom, both because we assess and choose our projects out of it and because the availability of specific projects, which require social cooperation, depends on it. At the same time, our mutual dependence on shared significance marks this significance as a site of vulnerability. Just as the shared, public character of significance can meaningfully contextualize our involvement with one another, when it is lacking the activities and commitments we take to be worthwhile are themselves limited and changed. Finally, our responsibility for the basic significance out of which we live, and for the particular projects through which we interpret and realize this significance, is inescapable. 24 We adopt shared terms and possibilities for the sake of our own existence and, hence, reiterate them in our selfenactment. 25 As Heidegger explains, to be concerned with our own not nothing, but a positive phenomenal characteristic of Dasein. Out of this kind of beingand back into it again-is all existing, such as it is" (BT 69/43). 22 In several ways Heidegger points out that mood is better understood as intrinsic to the phenomenon of communication than as the content of an individual's experience. For example, he reminds us that even though accounts of affect have historically fallen mainly within the rubric of a "psychology," Aristotle's account of the phenomenon, in the second book of Rhetoric, functions as a proto-hermeneutics of public life. To speak well, an orator must discern, "hearken," the mood of a crowd, an ability possible only on the basis of the expressive power of mood 25 Thus, I hold that we are responsible for even the "disclosive submission" to the world by which Heidegger partially defines Befindlichkeit (BT 177/137). Crowell seems to -32 -PhaenEx existence is to be concerned with specific possibilities and socially constituted significance: "To say that the 'for-the-sake-of-which' and significance are both disclosed in Dasein, means that Dasein is that which, as Being-in-the-world, is at issue for itself" (182/143, emphasis in original). It is because we matter to ourselves that we are able to choose worldly projects as the expressive media of our existence. To recognize ourselves as choosers, in this respect, is to recognize a responsibility for how and why we choose and for the affective investments that inspire us to make our freedom determinate. Despite this, our responsibility for our own affective lives is not something we necessarily notice, and our failure to notice it is largely conditioned by the world in which we ought to be able to find resources for the kind of critical self-reflection and self-critique that holds us accountable to the freedom inherent in our existence. As a result, our responsibility for our own affective life is another site in which we are fundamentally vulnerable to a world that may prevent us from recognizing meaningfully our freedom.
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The three risks we have identified-(a) the possibility that the particular worldly projects we undertake will not reflect meaningful possibilities, (b) the possibility that the basic measures of significance by which we choose our projects will not orient us well, and (c) our vulnerability to a world that may not encourage us to reflect on our own responsibility for the latter two aspects of our free, meaningful existencethreaten to inhibit the basic existential freedom realized through affective life. Having considered how the three risks attending our affective involvement are related, respectively, to the accomplished character of affective life, its public constitution, and our responsibility for it, as well as how these three features of affective life derive from our existential makeup, we are now prepared to turn to Hochschild's sociological analysis of affective labour and to consider how developments in economic life can undermine considerably our capacity to live freely and meaningfully.
II. Hochschild on Emotion and Affective Labour
In her 1983 The Managed Heart: The Commercialization of Human Feeling, Hochschild argues that our post-industrial economy fails to suggest that this is not the case: "Existential feelings cannot be mastered; I cannot make the world as a whole matter to me otherwise than it does. But affective intentional states can be mastered because they are reason-responsive" (Crowell 14) ; however, the account of autonomy offered further on suggests that each individual is responsible for the meaning in terms of which she experiences herself (Crowell 17, (30) (31) . My account of our communicative involvement in the realization of what is disclosed existentially should explain my claim that we are responsible for the social constitution of significance. Karen Robertson recognize adequately affective labour-emotional work done in a commercial setting. 27 Her work begins with a robust account of affective life in terms of which she analyses the repercussion, for both individuals and society, of the intrusion of company motives in the affective lives of employees. Our aim, in turning to Hochschild's work, is to relate factors contributing to our contemporary, Western experience of affective life to our analysis of Heidegger's work, and to demonstrate that the demand for affective labour adversely affects our ability to realize meaningfully our freedom. We begin by turning to Hochschild's account of affective life, highlighting especially the role of interpersonal communication in maintaining basic affective experiences associated with shared forms of life. Next, building on the idea that our interactions with one another are sites in which affective life is rendered vulnerable to economic life, we turn to Hochschild's account of affective labour to see how affective labour can inhibit our free, meaningful self-realization. In the subsequent section, we will consider Hochschild's work in relation to Heidegger's.
(a) Hochschild, Emotions, and the Social World
Hochschild frames her analysis of post-industrial labour relations with a theory of emotions that emphasises the socially constituted and interactive character of affective life. Emotional life, according to Hochschild, involves an immediate and socially constituted reaction, an assessment of this reaction, and an affective response to this assessment. Let us consider each of these.
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The first moment, involving an immediate and socially constituted reaction to a situation, plays what Hochschild calls, borrowing from Freud, a "signal function": 29 it renders explicit our investment in the specific contexts, and our ways of being affected by changes in these contexts, by 27 To develop her concept of "pink-collar" labour, Hochschild builds on C. Wright Mills' work in White Collar, from 1956, on the "selling of personality" which results in the selfalienation prevalent in advanced capitalist systems. 28 By establishing this connection, it should cease to be problematic that Heidegger speaks of "mood" while Hochschild speaks of "emotion." In general, while not clearly delimited in scientific research, moods are considered to be longer lasting than emotions which can arise and fade quickly (see Freeman, ftn xxvii). Guignon's choice of the term "feeling" for mood, and affective life generally, also supports my connection between Heidegger's account of mood and Hochschild's account of emotion (see Guignon, "The Body, Bodily Feelings, and Existential Feelings") . Elpidorou argues extensively that Heidegger's account of mood is compatible with contemporary research in emotions. 29 Hochschild explains that this first moment corresponds to the "organismic" theory of emotions as it appears in Darwin, Freud, and James. According to the organismic theory, emotions immediately accompany our physiological involvement, and are, therefore, universal and action-oriented. While disavowing the universality and biological rootedness of this theory, Hochschild's retains in her account the immediacy of affective life (230).
-34 -PhaenEx disclosing our attachment to specific circumstances and possibilities. 30 Hochschild highlights the disclosive character of affective life: "Emotion is a sense that tells us about the self-relevance of reality. We infer from it what we must have wanted or expected or how we must have perceived the world. Emotion is one way to discover a buried perspective on matters" (Managed Heart 85). Our affective reactions are specific to environments and projects, and they reflect a connection between individual projects and the basic possibilities-such as family, education, or artistic expression-that we take our projects to be realizing.
The second moment of Hochschild's account involves an active assessment of our immediate affective reactions.
31 These assessments are mediated by what Hochschild calls "feeling rules," social norms prescribing how, and to what degree, we ought to feel about a situation. Hochschild writes: "feeling rules set out what is owed in gestures of exchange between people. They enable us to assess the worth of an outward tear or an inward attempt to feel sad" (Managed Heart 76).
32 For example, an insufficiently enthusiastic response to the good news of a friend could be measured against an appropriate reaction to determine the affective effort an individual owes. Individual affective life could thereby be made to conform to shared interpretations, social roles, and modes of expression. Furthermore, feeling rules capture basic, shared interpretations of significance because the sense that one ought to feel one way or another presupposes basic standards that determine the appropriateness of particular feelings.
The third moment of Hochschild's account consists in what she identifies as "emotional work." Perceiving that we ought to feel a certain way is associated with wanting to be perceived as feeling a certain way and, thereby, communicating what we perceive to be the correct emotional message to those with whom we are involved. To accomplish such communication, we engage in emotional work. This work corresponds not only to superficial shows of feeling; what we take ourselves to owe to others Karen Robertson is actually to feel one way or another about a situation. 33 Superficially, then, we are responsible for how we feel insofar as we constantly engage in efforts to feel one way or another. More fundamentally, however, we are responsible for reproducing the world defined by the basic interpretations feeling rules express because emotional work implicitly endorses and perpetuates the basic measures that constitutes our shared world.
As Hochschild demonstrates, feeling rules not only mediate our interactions; they are also intimately related to basic structures of social life and to individuals' possibilities of self-definition. Hochschild remarks on the social character of affective life as follows, "All of us try to feel, and pretend to feel, but we seldom do so alone. Most often we do it when we exchange gestures or signs of feeling with others" (Managed Heart 76). Affective life, in other words, is enacted with others and through "feeling rules" that function as implicit norms supporting a co-attunement to a common world. Feeling rules capture, therefore, the basic, shared interpretations constitutive of social and cultural commonalities. Meanwhile, communicative interactions express these and thereby give rise to a specific affective atmosphere. Thus, by mediating our interactions, feeling rules establish and maintain shared standards and interpretations. This function of feeling rules depends upon social rules being embodied and realized within the affective lives of individuals such that the constitutive phenomena of social life-traditions, cultures, and institutions-can be realized through individuals.
34 Inasmuch as the process of self-shaping depends on feeling rules, we realize ourselves in our interactions with one another and the affective atmospheres characteristic of our shared world are realized in these same interactions. Moreover, inasmuch as feeling rules are maintained in communication, the analysis of feeling rules marks communication as determinative of the specificity of our shared world and our individuality.
Having come to see that the possibilities of affective life are maintained in our interactions with one another, let us now turn to Hochschild's account of affective labour to consider how changes in the economic conditions of our shared world affect precisely such interactions, and, thereby, the character of the world we enact collectively, as well as the affective experiences afforded therein. 33 Hochschild refers here "deep acting" techniques (33). 34 There are significant similarities between Hochschild's account of feeling rules and Bourdieu's account of the habitus. Bourdieu, however, focusses more on the individual's attunement to her potential social advantage (see Logic of Practice 55; "What Makes a Social Class?").
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(b) Hochschild on Affective Labour
Hochschild's analysis of affective labour shows that engineering our communicative interactions in commercial environments deeply impacts the character of the world we share. Tracing the connection between the affective lives of those engaged in affective labour, on the one hand, and the basic accounts of significance particular to companies, on the other hand, will allow us to see how the free self-realization affective life enables is threatened by affective labour. 35 First, Hochschild's analysis of the experience of airline stewardesses, particularly during the period she identifies as an "industry speed-up," will allow us to consider the relationship between feeling rules and an increasingly unsatisfying social reality. Farther on, we shall aim to understand how changes in our shared environment are the result of changes in communication, and how these are tied to the risks and vulnerabilities of affective life that we associated with Heidegger's work. Let us turn to Hochschild's account of affective labour.
According to Hochschild, emotional labour is emotional work that takes its guidance from feeling rules set by a company and motivated by that company's interest in profit. 36 She remarks that "roughly one-third of American workers today have jobs that subject them to substantial demands for emotional labour" (Managed Heart 11). She clarifies further that, "Emotional labour occurs only in jobs that require personal contact with the public, the production of a state of mind in others, and (except in true professions) the monitoring of emotional labour by supervisors" (Managed Heart 156, 186). By monitoring strictly the way employees interact with clients, a company can ensure that an atmosphere accomplished by a disavowal of the feelings of employees is maintained (Managed Heart 173). 37 Specifically, companies deny workers proper access to their own feelings to ensure that interpersonal exchanges in the context of service- 35 Hochschild describes of the impact of institutions on emotional management (49-55). 36 Hochschild identifies different kinds of jobs involving emotional labour-"professional and technical workers, managers and administrators, sales workers, clerical workers, and service workers of two types, those who work inside and those who work outside of private households" (244). Hochschild's analysis draws on data from the 1970 US census (244-251). 37 Hochschild argues that this situation is considerably worse for women, largely because women are generally expected to be nicer and because their feelings tend not to be recognized as rational (173). For this reason, as well as because most airline service workers were women, I shall refer to "stewardesses" rather than to "stewardesses and stewards." The sexism characteristic of this stage is evident not only in the gendered division of social roles but also in the image of the glamorous stewardess and the airline's interest in the physical appearance, morality, and marital status of employees (see . Hochschild reports that the sexist tendencies embedded in the "overall condition of work […] were treated as unalterable facts of life. The only question to be seriously discussed was, "How to rid yourself of anger?" (113). Karen Robertson oriented commercial settings create an atmosphere that can be sold by the company. 38 In general, the (mostly male) clientele should be deferred to and made to feel uniquely important by the (mostly female) airline staff. 39 In this way, passengers' positive experiences can be reasonably ensured by the stewardesses' emotional labour. More specifically, the airplane should feel like a living room for passengers, a place where they can comfortably relax in the company of individuals who take delight in helping them do so. It was the job of the stewardess to produce this effect by shaping their own affective lives in conformity with feeling rules and modes of interaction set by airlines. The stewardess is asked, for example, to imagine that she is serving guests in her living room so that her treatment of passengers will appear natural and effortless and, thereby, allow the passenger to feel cared for and special (Managed Heart 107). This is the atmosphere that can be bought and sold. Delta's passengers, for example, were promised a "smile from within." Thus, affective labour has two basic products: (1) the product realised in the feelings elicited in clients, and (2) an atmosphere of, most often, enthusiastic deference to clients. Hochschild's descriptions of the experiences of stewardesses and of the advertising on the part of airline companies during the 1950s and 60s bears out these claims. While during this time working conditions supported the ability of employees to perform the required labour, this phase set standards for service and atmosphere that could not be sustained in changing economic environments, The second phase of airline travel emerged in the 1970s, when restrictions on ticket prices were lifted and airlines could compete by offering lower fares rather than by trying to outdo competitors through service and atmosphere (Managed Heart 121). More passengers to serve, less time to prepare, and longer flight times radically changed working conditions without altering the demand for the worker's emotional labour. At this time, the burdens and changes associated with emotional labour were exposed. The changes in working conditions that highlighted the demands on emotional labour also gave rise to new phenomena-disappointment and alienation on the part of employees and the atmosphere to which these changes corresponded. 40 38 For Hoshchild's remarks on the explicit character of feelings rules, see Managed Heart 119. For her account of the employee's need to control her own feelings, see Managed Heart 95-114. 39 Hochschild notes that "of all women working, roughly one half have jobs that call for emotional labour" (11). For works that deal substantially with the feminist implications of Hochschild's account, see Pierce; Hall. 40 With respect to the experience of alienation on the part of employees, Hochschild's account mirrors Marx's analysis of alienated labour; pink-collar workers become alienated from the product of emotional labour just as the proletariat becomes alienated from the product of material labour (see Managed Heart 17).
-38 -PhaenEx While during the first phase, employees could allow themselves to forget that their moods and behaviour were regulated by the company, the second phase exposed the degree to which airlines made demands on employees' sense of self. It also exposed the relationship between the employee's experience of self and the atmosphere created for clients. The employee's experience of herself was tied to the way companies shaped the context in which she interacted with others. Within this context no strategies existed that could lead to an acceptable self-experience. To expand, neither a genuine attempt to provide affective labour nor a disavowal of its importance in light of an overtaxing work situation allowed the employee to meaningfully engage in her work. Those who continued to try to create a sense of intimacy and care for the customers were unable to do so and, therefore, experienced the burden of their own "phoniness."
41
The employee was left to wonder whether she really was a phony or to embrace the need for phoniness and wonder "who" did the job at all. Both experiences forced the employee to engage in "illusion making," a necessary but ultimately unimportant effort to create an illusory sense of customer enjoyment, a sense that customers too generally felt to be contrived. Thus, the feeling rules instituted by companies during the 1970s overtaxed the emotional resources of employees and changed the shared social atmosphere in which all engaged.
The burden of emotional labour consists both in demeaning treatment of employees by entitled customers and in the effects of coping techniques employed by employees. It is the coping techniques-the various ways of dissociating the job "self" from the real "self"-that played the greatest role in creating an atmosphere which consisted largely in a feeling of distrust between employees and clients.
42 As Hochschild writes;
Estrangement from display, from feeling, and from what feelings can tell us is not simply the occupational hazard of a few. It has firmly established itself in the culture as permanently imaginable. All of us who know the commercialization of human feeling at one 41 For an account of why the burden of phoniness tends to be worse for women, see Simpson and Stroh. According to Hochschild, there are also workers who do not consider affective labour to involve acting. These workers tend to burn out quickly because they experience both positive and negative reactions to their service as a reflection of themselves (Managed Heart 187). I do not focus on such individuals, largely because this way of coping seems to be unsustainable. For essays by Hochschild and others that address emotional exploitation in other jobs, and of women from Third World countries working in the United States, see Ehrenreich and Hochschild. 42 It may be argued that this kind of distrust is built into the very institutional character of modernity and its orientation towards the individual. Nevertheless, I take myself to be justified in attributing it to the changes in social atmosphere associated with emotional labour insofar as it is a distrust of authenticity of feeling that is at stake.
-39 -Karen Robertson remove-as witness, consumer, or critic-have become adept at recognizing and discounting commercialized feeling: 'Oh, they have to be friendly, that's their job.' It is in this fundamentally false shared reality that a change in atmosphere consists. Affective labor does not just undermine the self-experience of employees, and does not just lead to dull or unsatisfying experiences on the part of clients; it creates a shared reality in which neither meaningfully partake. When our interactions are mediated by affective labour, our very efforts to communicate contribute to the loss of a shared world; we lose the sense that the world is compelling and that the projects we undertake within it are meaningful.
We recognize implicitly the pervasiveness of affective labour in our daily impersonal exchanges. We may fail to notice this, however, but that, "The occasional lapses from the standard of civility that we take for granted remind us of the crucial steadying effect of emotional labor" (Managed Heart 187). By setting the feeling rules that dictate the nature and style of our interactions, companies changed our sense of shared reality-we now expect that people will behave in ways that conceal their real "self." Thus, according to Hochschild, this new shared social atmosphere is characterised by the commodification of affective life, and, therefore, a specific function of communication-one that is geared towards the instrumental maintenance of a civil social world. Hochschild explains that this new reality coincides with the increased prising of spontaneity and authenticity. These values, she notes, are distinctly modern-they arose only when superficiality and insincerity in relation to others, and to one's self, became the norm. Put otherwise, the premium we put on what we perceive as "natural feeling" is a reaction to the commercialization of feeling, what Hochschild calls the "managed heart." She describes the "managed heart" as "the rise of the corporate use of guile and the organized training of feeling to sustain it" (Managed Heart 192). Organizations have subordinated private emotional systems-those that open us to a world, to one another, and to what we have in common-to a commercial logic . In this we must recognize that our shared institutions are both changed and changing us.
Hochschild expresses a real cost of the commercialization of feeling in language reminiscent of our analysis of Heidegger's work: "And when we lose access to feeling, we lose a central means of interpreting the world around us" (Managed Heart 188).
43 Affective life opens the world for us by PhaenEx disclosing it in terms of what matters to us, and it is precisely this experience of meaningful disclosure that is threatened by the "managed heart." As Hochschild explains, "It is from feeling that we learn the self-relevance of what we see, remember, or imagine. Yet it is precisely this precious resource that is put in jeopardy when a company inserts a commercial purpose between a feeling and its interpretation" (Managed Heart 196). The manipulation of feeling by companies is, as Hochschild notes, a very real threat to our ability to live in a world that matters to us because the commercialization of feeling acts on that mechanism, that existential structure, by which the world is rendered meaningful.
(c) Heidegger and Hochschild
Embedded in her robust account of affective life, Hochschild's concrete analysis of affective labour affords an example of both the nature and vulnerability of affective life. Before elaborating on the vulnerabilities of affective life and their relationship to our potential for meaningful experiences of freedom, let us clarify how Hochschild's account is related to Heidegger's and consider Heidegger's own way of explaining the centrality of communication for our experience of ourselves as free.
First, just as Heidegger's work encouraged us to understand the accomplished character of affective life as a concrete attunement to a specific situation, we saw, in the context of Hochschild's work, the role played by the signal function of emotion: it discloses our embeddedness in a particular situation that affects us one way or another. Next, the socially constituted character of affective life, as we came to understand it in the context of Heidegger's work, referred to a shared orientation to a world that matters, especially as this orientation involves submission to culturally and historically specific standards. Relatedly, Hochschild's emphasis on feeling rules recalls the socially constituted character of affective life we identified in Heidegger's work; only as shared and expressive of communally held standards do feeling rules regulate the affective lives of individuals in ways compatible with a diverse social reality. 44 Finally, the responsibility for our own affective life associated with Heidegger's work relates both relatively superficially and more substantially to what Hochschild identifies as emotional work: by making an effort to feel a certain way in response to feeling rules, we find ourselves responsible for both the particularities of point of no longer being able to act on his essence or his freedom" (75-76, emphasis in original). Karen Robertson our feelings and the projects to which they correspond and, more fundamentally, for the shared standards that we enact and perpetuate in our efforts to conform. The two views converge, then, in the three aspects of affective life we found to be implicit in Heidegger's account of affective life.
Thus far, Hochschild's analysis of the experience of stewardesses has demonstrated that it was by manipulating our modes of communication that airlines acquired a product to sell. Let us now turn to an Heideggerian understanding of communication to clarify the existential dimensions of the relationship between communication and affective life. More specifically, Heidegger's work will enable us to see that the dimensions of affective life that embed us in situations through a submission to shared experiences of meaning are themselves dependent upon our ways of seeing the world together, upon communication.
Heidegger's account of communication is related to the social and public character of affective life analysed above and focusses on the essentiality of shared perspectives in the constitution of social reality and on the role of communication in the development of shared perspectives.
45
Through our co-state-of-mind-our submission to shared standards and coattunement to the significance of things-we realize cooperatively the intelligibility of the world. Heidegger characterises communication, meanwhile, as the enactment of such co-attunement, as "(l)letting someone see with us what we have pointed out" (BT 197/155) . To communicate is to develop or perpetuate a shared perspective on things, a perspective that both constitutes our sense of ourselves and discloses to us our world:
That which is 'shared' is our Being-towards what has been pointed out-a Being in which we see in common. One must keep in mind that this Being-towards is Being-in-the-world, and that from out of this very world what been pointed out gets encountered. (BT 197/155) Communication enables the world into which each of us projects ourselves individually to be a shared world. The character of this sharing consists in a "seeing in common" that is equally an inclination towards that which we recognize collectively. A world is thus realized in shared perspectives and in compatible and cooperative inclinations, themselves enabled as and through communication. Communication enables us to take seriously and remain attached to shared but contingent terms-it inclines us to the world we build together, allowing us to experience a co-attunement as a shared -42 -PhaenEx affective atmosphere. Thus, basic states-of-mind are inseparable from the determinate ways we share a world, especially from the social, political, and economic norms that mediate our interactions.
Both Hochschild and Heidegger demonstrate, then, that communication is central to the experience of the world to which we are attuned. Hochschild's analysis highlights the concrete repercussions for the self-experience of employees expected to perform emotional labour and for a shared sense of a meaningful reality in which to participate. Heidegger's account of communication, meanwhile, clarifies the existential aspects of our shared experience of significance, and of the irreducibly social character of the bonds through which we realize ourselves as free. In both cases, the centrality of communication to affective life highlights the vulnerability of that life: affective life is the medium of our relatedness to others and the foundation of shared ways of experiencing the world-of the institutions, traditions, and customs that form the background of the familiar worlds we recognize as our own.
46 It is these, as well as our self-experience, that are vulnerable to changes in how we communicate.
(d) Existential Vulnerabilities of Affective Life and the Social Constitution of Freedom
Returning to the three risks we associated with affective life in our analysis of Heidegger's work will allow us to conclude that the commercialization of feeling poses a very real threat to our capacity to live meaningfully and that it does so not only by undermining the affective lives of individuals, but also by giving rise to a world devoid of shared meaningful interpretations of significance. Attending to the vulnerabilities to which affective life exposes us, as we shall see, also clarifies the social character of our freedom, which itself can be realized only in a world that protects us from the vulnerabilities constitutive of our existence.
As we saw above, the accomplished character of affective life corresponds to the risk that our feelings will not be associated with an actual state of affairs, and, relatedly, to the risk that the specific projects we undertake will fail to realize a meaningful possibility. Existentially speaking, we risk being unable to see ourselves in the possibilities of our world, and therefore, risk being deprived of the experience of self for whom a meaningful realization of freedom is possible. Such a loss of self corresponds to the worker's alienation from the feelings of clients, the product of her labour. To elicit certain feelings in clients, or to endure their demands and disappointments, the employee must abstract constantly a dimension of affective life from her capacity for meaningful involvement. 46 Hochschild's analysis of affective life touches on an issue that arises prominently in Emile Durkheim's work, specifically, the social constitution of the individual and the effect of different modes of social association on the individual, (see Division of Labour 288). Karen Robertson Thereby, the employee alienates herself from that part of herself that is actively engaged in managing her feelings, an alienation that amounts to a renunciation of that aspect of affective life that ties her to a meaningful state of affairs. Without such a meaningful possibility she cannot make productive and significant her affective bonds with the world by associating them with a domain in which her actions have substantial purchase. Thus, artificial affective attachments prey upon the first vulnerability of affective life by preventing a genuine convergence of our affective attachment and our circumspective involvement. In so doing, they undermine considerably the meaningful realization of freedom, specifically, by depriving us of the experience of the disclosure of freedom as the capacity to act in a context that matters to us
The second vulnerability associated with affective life-that we are dependent on the world for the basic terms with which to measure and assess the significance of our projects-is also exacerbated by the demand for affective labour. When feeling rules are instituted by companies, our interpersonal exchanges have an increasingly tenuous link to basic shared terms of significance. Indeed, the establishment of feeling rules by companies means that the shared social reality in which we engage simply does not realize shared significance. Instead, the basic significance on which we all come to rely is the company's orientation towards profit. 47 Furthermore, when the feeling rules that mediate our relations are emptied of content, we find ourselves deprived of our capacity to relate to others as co-participants in our shared world. Hence, the second vulnerability associated with affective life is exacerbated in two ways-one in that we are alienated from pre-established significance and two in that our modes of interaction realize neither old nor new significance. As a result, we find ourselves deprived of meaningful measures in terms of which to choose our projects and to share our world with others. Our freedom is thereby threatened inasmuch as we find ourselves without the basic interpretations on which we depend in order to be able to recognize independently the value and significance of actual or potential projects.
Lastly, the rise of affective labour undermines our capacity to recognize our responsibility for our affective life, thereby limiting our capacity to recognize the freedom inherent therein. This third vulnerability follows from the two previous ones: without a proper connection between our affective lives and our concrete projects, and without basic assessments of significance by which to choose and assess our projects, we find ourselves deprived of the two important aspects of self-experience in which our responsibility lies. As we may recall, the experience of attachment to -44 -PhaenEx the world that is realized as affective life is also always an experience of the way of being that constitutes our existence. We are not discrete selves; we are instead beings whose "selves" are manifest in a meaningful projection of world as affective bonds with that world. We must recognize our responsibility to recognize the nature of our freedom, which consists in its dependence on the world in which we find ourselves: to recognize our freedom, we need projects that enable us to recognize our freedom as the capacity to act in contexts in which meaningful possibilities are realized, and we need basic accounts of significance in order to choose such projects. 48 Both substantial projects and the measures by which they are assessed disclose our freedom in a meaningful way only to the degree that they enable us to recognize the responsibility inherent in both adopting and interpreting a meaningful world. The increase in affective labour realizes the risk that we will fail to recognize our responsibility for affective life because this increase gives rise to a world more and more devoid of meaningful projects and measures by which to choose or invent projects.
Conclusion
By revealing the impact of affective labour on the vulnerabilities of affective life, and by understanding these vulnerabilities to be associated with the role of affective life in the meaningful realization of our freedom, we have come to see that affective labour can substantially undermine human freedom. We have also found that the relationship between human freedom and affective life is mediated by shared interpretations of significance and the communicative interactions by which these are adopted, realized, and maintained. We have seen, in other words, the inherently social character of freedom as it is articulated in our shared interpretations and the various formal and informal institutions to which they correspond. Our responsibility for our own affective life, therefore, has been shown to be a responsibility to choose projects through which a freedom that is shared can be realized, and to recognize the worldly significance, or lack thereof, that informs our choices. If Hochschild's analysis has convinced us of the dangers of affective labour, and the analysis of Heidegger's account of state-of-mind has convinced us of its relationship to responsibility and freedom, then we must also recognize that we continue to live in a world in which the meaningful realization of freedom and the individual sense of responsibility for this situation remain underdeveloped. The 2012 Community Survey of the
